 BE CENEVE

This is an author manuscript post-peer-reviewing (accepted version) of the original publication. The layout of
the published version may differ .

Haeberli, Eric

How to cite

HAEBERLI, Eric. Observations on the Loss of Verb Second in the History of English. In: Studies in
Comparative Germanic Syntax. C.J.W. Zwart and W. Abraham (Ed.). Amsterdam : John Benjamins,

2002. p. 245-272.

This publication URL:  https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:35613

© This document is protected by copyright. Please refer to copyright holder(s) for terms of use.



https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch
https://archive-ouverte.unige.ch/unige:35613

OBSERVATIONS ON THE L 0SS OFVERB SECOND IN THE HISTORY OF ENGLISH*
Eric Haeberli, University of Reading
(e.haeberli@reading.ac.uk)

To appear in: C.J.W. Zwart and W. Abraham (ed€022 Studies in Comparative Germanic
Syntax Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

1. INTRODUCTION

As often observed in the literature (cf. e.g. vamenade 1987, Stockwell 1984), Old English
(OE) has word order patterns which are reminiscérine Verb Second (V2) phenomenon
found in the modern Germanic languages. In pa#digitonting of some element to clause-
initial position often leads to subject-verb inversand, hence, to the occurrence of the finite
verb in second position. This word order propestiflustrated in (1}

(1) a. [0ees halgan weres stefgehyrde Theoprobuga (Gregory H, 140.17.140.30)

the holy man's voice heard Theoprobus then
‘Theoprobus then heard the holy man's voice.'

b. [pinre mederyeheolppin halga geleafa (&lfric's Lives of Saints, I, 212.28)
your mother helped your holy faith
"Your holy faith helped your mother.’

c. And [egeslice$paecGregoriusbe dam ... (Wulfstan, 202.46)
And sternly spoke Gregorius about that
'‘And Gregorius spoke sternly about that ...'

d. [On paeem dagumyaesAlexandergeboren on Crecum ... (Orosius, 104.21)
In those days was Alexander born in Greece
‘At that time, Alexander was born in Greece ...'

In (1a) an accusative object is fronted to inipasition, in (1b) a dative object, in (1c) a
manner adverb and in (1d) a temporal PP adjunctllinthese cases, the fronting of a
consituent goes together with subject-verb inversas in the modern Germanic V2
languages. In Modern English, the correspondingdwayders would be ungrammatical. V2
patterns therefore seem to have been lost in tteriti of English and this loss is an issue
which has received considerable attention in teediure (cf. e.g. Fuss 1998, van Kemenade
1987, Kroch et al. 2000, Lightfoot 1995, 1997, Pdak 1995, Roberts 1993, Stockwell 1984).
However, the discussions in the literature raise main problems. First of all, detailed data
describing the change are rare. And secondly, tisfaetory explanation has been found so
far as to why this change occurred.

The main goal of this paper is to make a contrdyutio the first point (for the second
issue, cf. Haeberli 2000). More particularly, | Mdiscuss the status of subject-verb inversion
in various prose texts from the Old and Middle Estglperiods in order to provide a general

* Parts and earlier versions of the material dissis®re were presented at tieDéachronic Generative Syntax
Conference (University of Maryland, May 2000), tt' Comparative Germanic Syntax Workshop (University
of Groningen, May 2000) and at the"1aternational Conference on English Historicalduistics (University of
Santiago de Compostela, September 2000). | wokidtb thank the audiences at theses presentatioribeir
valuable comments and suggestions. All remainingreiare my own responsibility.

11f no secondary source is cited, the OE dataaicert from the "Brooklyn-Geneva-Amsterdam-Helsinaised
Corpus of Old English”, a syntactically and mormigitally annotated version of selected OE prosedamples
from the Helsinki Corpus of English Texts. For mar®rmation on this corpus and for the detailefgérences to
the OE texts cf. http://www-users.york.ac.uk/~spa@pus.html.



picture of how V2 was lost in the history of EnglisThe paper is organized as follows.
Section 2 presents some general aspects of thaxsyhOE which will allow us to determine
exactly what was lost in the history of Englishiwtiespect to the syntax of V2. Section 3 then
deals with subject-verb inversion in OE in moreadetn section 4, the status of V2 in Middle
English (ME) is discussed. Finally, section 5 codels the paper.

2. WHAT WAS LOST ?

Before we start our discussion of the loss of VZEmglish, some remarks concerning the
syntax of the earliest attested period of Engligh,Old English, are necessary so that we can
determine exactly what was lost in the course eftistory of English. In the literature on the
syntax of OE, two V2 contexts have generally bestinfjuished (cf. e.g. van Kemenade
1987, Pintzuk 1991): (i) V2 in the context of operafronting (i.e. withwh-elements,
negation but also some adverbs which are not tipiogerators such asa (‘then’),ponne
(‘then’) andnu (‘now")); (i) V2 in the context of non-operataiohting. This distinction is
based on the different behavior of pronominal stisjén the two contexts and in the recent
literature context (i) has generally been analyasdinvolving V-movement to C whereas
context (ii) has been analyzed as involving V-mogatto an inflectional head below C (cf.
e.g. Cardinaletti and Roberts 1991, Haeberli tceappHulk and van Kemenade 1997, Kroch
and Taylor 1997, Pintzuk 1991, 1993).

What is important for our purposes here is thatantext (i) we still can find what has
been referred to as "residual V2" in Modern Eng(sh e.g.When will John leavg?Fronting
of interrogative or negative constituents leadfdating of a verbal element to the left of the
subject. The main difference between OE and Modenglish is that the fronted verbal
element cannot be a main verb any more in Modergli§n but this restriction is the
consequence of a more general development affettengrovement properties of main verbs
(cf. e.g. Kroch 1989) rather than a substantiahgkeaconcerning the syntax of V2. The crucial
context for changes in the V2 syntax of Englishtherefore context (ii) in which a non-
operator is fronted, as illustrated in the exampiles(l) above. The Modern English
equivalents of these examples would be ungramnhagien if an auxiliary followed the
fronted non-operator. Thus, what was lost in tleedny of English is the frequent occurrence
of V2 patterns when a non-operator is frorted.

However, not all cases in which a non-operatorasted are relevant for our purposes. As
often discussed in the literature (cf. e.g. van Kerade 1987, Pintzuk 1991), subject-verb
inversion generally does not occur when the suliggatonominal. This is illustrated in (2).

(2) a. [peetpbumeahtswide sweotole ongitan (Boe$hiB8.14)
that you can very easily understand
b. and [mid geleeredre handeswangpone top mid swa micelre swiftnesse
(Apollonius, 20.13.22)
and with skilful hand he swang the top with sgobat swiftness

In (2a) an object is fronted and in (2b) an adjUPetoccupies the clause-initial position, but
in both cases no subject-verb inversion occurs.Warel orders in (2) therefore correspond to

2 One type of non-operator in clause-initial positioe. the subject, of course still frequently arscin orders in
which the finite verbal element occurs in seconsitimn in Modern English (e.glohn lef}. Similarly, many V2
clauses in OE are of the type 'SU-V'. In this tgpelause, we can therefore again not observe angldpments
in the surface word order patterns in the courséhefhistory of English and they are therefore diotctly
relevant for our purposes here. Thus, the term-ap@rator’ used in the text refers to non-subjeatoperators.



surface word orders found in Modern English. Gitba systematic lack of subject-verb
inversion with pronominal subjects in OE alreadlguses with subject pronouns do not
undergo any substantial changes in the historyngfligh (but cf. section 4 below for some
additional observations on this point). Hence, th&chronic developments which are of
interest to us only concern clauses with non-pranami.e. full DP, subjects.

Finally, a general point concerning the notion\# should be made here. In the
examples we have considered so far (cf. 1), sulbrtt inversion leads to V2 orders because
only one constituent has been moved to the beginafrthe clause. However, it is not the
case that subject-verb inversion always leads tan\@E. Instead, two (or more) constituents
can sometimes precede the finite verb. Two illugins are given in (3).

(3) a. [On peem dagum] [on Tracia paem lonsliagron twegen cyningagmb peet rice

winnende (Orosius, 114.15)
In those days in Thrace the land were two kirgsuaithat kingdom fighting
'In those days, in Thrace, two kings were quingehbout that kingdom.'

b. [Pysne yrming] [aefter his fordsidejurdodon pa haedenaeac for healicne god

(Wulfstan, 223.58)

This poor-wretch after his decease worshiped#ahens also instead-of high God
‘After his decease, the heathens also worshipeghoor wretch instead of God.'

Although such examples are not very frequent ands\Be standard pattern in subject-verb
inversion contexts, they nevertheless suggestthieat/2 syntax is not very rigid in OEThis
observation will be confirmed in the following sect. The term "loss of V2", as generally
used in the literature, therefore might be sligimigleading in the sense that a V2 syntax as
we know it from the modern Germanic languages nexésted in the attested periods of
English (cf. also the patterns in example 2 andi@e@ below). It therefore seems more
adequate to describe the developments in the histdEnglish as the loss of certain subject-
verb inversion patterns and the concomitant losg2obrders. In the remainder of this paper, |
will therefore use the more general term of 'subyecb inversion' rather than V2, thereby
implying that, although most of these constructians at the same time V2 structures, they
may also occasionally involve the presence of tao-subjects to the left of the finite verb.

In conclusion, the main issue that arises witlpeesto the loss of V2 in the history of
English is the question how subject-verb inversiaas lost in clauses containing a fronted
non-operator and a non-pronominal subject. In émeaining sections | will therefore focus on
the status of such constructions throughout th@tyi®f English and more particularly during
the OE and ME periods.

3. OLD ENGLISH
As observed in the previous section, subject-venension in contexts of non-operator
fronting generally only occurs if the subject isul DP in OE. However, even if the subject

meets this condition, subject-verb inversion isabymeans categorical. This is shown in (4).

(4) a. [0onePenisca leoddufiad swydost (Wulfstan, 223.54)
that Danish people love most

3 The question that the examples in (3) raise istwhestatus of such multiple topics is in OE, iether they
occur in specific contexts and how they can beyaeal in theoretical terms. | will return to thessues in future
research.



‘The Danish people love that one most'

b. [Eallum frioum monnumdas dagasienforgifene (Laws 2, 78.43
All free persons these days be given
‘These days should be given to every free person’

c. ge [eac] [hwilumba yflanbiod ungerade betwuh him selfum  (Boethius, 134.26)
and also sometimes the evil are discordant betwesm selves
'‘And sometimes the evil people are also discdrdamong themselves'

d. [eefter panpaet londveard nemned Natan leaga (Chronicléf508.1)
after that that land was named Natan lea
‘After him, that land was called Netley.’

Although the occurrence of patterns like (4) hanetimes been observed in the literature (cf.
e.g. Allen 1990:150, Bean 1983:62/81, Haeberli &egmman 1995:85, Kroch & Taylor
1997:304), no attention has generally been paildegm in the theoretical analyses of OE word
order (cf. e.g. van Kemenade 1987). However, asadir shown by Koopman (1998), the
word order patterns shown in (4) do occur quitedently. Table 1 below provides some
quantitative data concerning subject-verb inversionclauses containing a fronted non-
operator and a non-pronominal subject in ten tartes taken from the "Brooklyn-Geneva-
Amsterdam-Helsinki Corpus of Old English".



Table 1 Main clauses with non-operators preceding non-pramal subjects in samples of

ten OE texts
text (date) inversion no inversion % uninverted
(XP-V-SU) (XP-SU-V)
Bede (<950) 21 21 50.0%
Boethius (<950) 37 14 27.5%
Chronicle A (<950) 152 32 17.4%
Gregory (ms. C, <950) 17 25 59.5%
Orosius (<950) 52 34 39.5%
ZElfric's Letters (>950) 43 9 17.3%
/Elfric's Lives of Saint 26 13 33.3%
(>950)
Apollonius (>950) 28 5 15.2%
Gregory (ms. H, >950) 23 15 39.5%
Woulfstan (>950) 67 20 23.0%
Total 466 188 28.7%
Total (before 950)/ 279/ 126/ 31.1%/
Without Chronicle A 127 94 42.5%°
Total (after 950) 187 62 24.9%

The figures in Table 1 show that the frequenciesarf-inversion are by no means negligible.
Non-inversion occurs in 15.2% (Apollonius) to 59.8%regory C) of all main clauses in
which a non-operator is fronted and the subjeatfidl DP.

Some additional observations should be made wgpeact to the data in Table 1. First of
all, it could be argued that clauses which lackesttbverb inversion are actually V-final main
clauses. Although V-final orders are most frequaensubordinate clauses, they do occur in
main clauses (cf. e.g. Koopman 1995) and it coeléd$sumed then that such clauses remain
V-final (and hence lack inversion) even if a noreor is fronted. However, the V-final
option does not provide a likely explanation foe fhequent occurrence of non-inversion in
the data in Table 1. As it has often been pointet] \@-final main clauses are particularly
frequent in coordinate clauses (cf. e.g. MitchédB3:710ff.), and the figures in Table 1
include such clauses (cf. example 4c). We therefayeld be expect that, since coordinate
clauses favor V-final order, statistical data basedon-coordinated main clauses only should

4 Dates of composition (before/after 950) based intz&k (1991:381ff.). The figures for the Chronide not
include sentences with clause-initiaér since the high number of such sentences would tead certain
distortion of the general pictugotal of clauses of this type: 234; inversion: 80n-inversion 154). Clauses in
which only an adjunct clause precedes the subjectnat counted. Adjunct clauses generally do nggér
inversion in OE.

5 The figure without the Chronicle A is given becaukie number of relevant examples in this text is
considerably higher than in the other ones thatcarsidered in this table and this text (and ingjinversion
pattern) therefore weighs more heavily in the ®thbn the other texts. This problem could alsavmgded by
calculating the average of the different percerdaigstead of calculating the percentages basederiotal
numbers. In this way, we would obtain the followiggults: average percentage for all ten text@%2average
percentage for the five early texts: 38.8%; avegzayeentage for the five later texts: 25.7%.

6 As for the occurrence of constituents to the rightthe finite verb, it could be analyzed in termf
extraposition, a process which has been postulatethny analyses of OE syntax (cf. e.g. van Kemeri&87,
Pintzuk 1991).



show significantly lower frequencies of non-inversiif V-final order indeed was a crucial
factor favoring the lack of subject-verb inversion.

However, this expectation is not borne out. Onceewaude all main clauses introduced
by the conjunction 'and' from the data in Tablehk frequencies of non-inversion for the
individual texts change only slightly and the chamgn be either a decrease or an incréase.
The figures from all OE texts taken together givieeguency of non-inversion of 30.6% in
non-coordinated clauses (vs. 28.7% in Table 1fhéntexts before 950, we obtain a frequency
of 34.3% or 40.3% without the Chronicle (vs. 31.8%d 42.5% respectively in Table 1).
Finally in the later texts, the frequency of nomérsion is 26.1% (vs. 24.9% in Table®8l).
Thus, coordination and, hence, V-final orders dbssem to be crucial for the occurrence of
non-inversion in OE.

This conclusion is confirmed by some quantitatiaéadprovided by Koopman (1995:139)
and Pintzuk (1993:22, fn. 22). These authors eséirtieat the frequency of V-final orders in
non-coordinated main clauses is not more than 6%llahain clauses. As just shown, the
frequency of non-inversion in non-coordinated mailauses is around 30% and thus
considerably higher than 6%. This clear contrastildidbe unexpected if non-inversion was
closely related to V-final orders. In conclusiomtib the irrelevance of coordination and the
contrast in frequency between V-final orders and-imversion in non-coordinated clauses
suggest that the frequent lack of inversion in pperator fronting contexts is not simply a
consequence of the availability of V-final ordensQE. Instead, there seems to be genuine
optionality as to whether or not subject-verb isuen takes place when a non-operator is
fronted, with inversion being the more frequentbed option.

Let us now turn to a different issue that Tablaises. Given that subject-verb inversion
in the contexts considered here is a word ordeowpthich was lost in the history of English,
we may wonder whether this loss already was undgriw the OE period, i.e. whether there
was a decrease of inversion. As a matter of faetdata in Table 1 suggest that this was not
the case. If anything happened during the OE pettiodther seems to be a strengthening than
a weakening of subject-verb inversion constructiofisus, the average frequency of non-
inversion in the earlier texts (before 950) is W 0% higher than in the later texts (after
950) (cf. Table 1 and footnotes 5 and 8). This #olike a development towards a more rigid
V2 grammar during the OE period. However, suchreckusion will have to be confirmed by
further research based on larger text samples éarger number of texts.

Finally, Table 1 raises an additional issue. Asembed above, the data in Table 1 suggest
that there is optionality as to whether fronting afnon-operator leads to subject-verb
inversion or not. However, inversion is still tHear majority pattern in OE. The question that
arises then is whether any factors can be idedtifibich determine the occurrence of non-
inversion. At first sight, it is not clear that tlaaswer to this question is positive (cf. also
Koopman 1998:145ff.). For example when we consitlertype of fronted element in non-
inversion constructions, we can observe that neafgion occurs most frequently with
fronted adjuncts (adverbs, PPs). However, frontgdraents also regularly do not give rise to
subject-verb inversion. In the text samples studlied, 130 clauses contain a fronted object
and in 22 cases (16.9%) non-inversion occurs (sb &oopman 1998:136 for additional

7 The exact percentages are the following: Bede%8(6s. 50.0% in Table 1), Boethius 22.5% (27.5%),
Chronicle A 17.9% (17.4%), Gregory C 55.9% (59.5@osius 38.6% (39.5%), /lfric's Letters 13.3% §%4),
AElfric's Lives of Saints 38.2% (33.3%), Apollonils.4% (15.2%), Gregory H 36.1% (39.5%), Wulfstar62d
(23.0%).

8 The average frequencies would be the followingteatts 31.4% (vs. 32.3%, cf. fn. 5 above); eaelyts 36.7%
(vs. 38.8%, cf. fn. 5); later texts 26.1% (vs. 25, f. fn. 5).



data)? As for the type of subject involved in non-inversiconstructions, we can observe that
it tends to be relatively "light". Thus, in 55 ooft the 188 non-inversion clauses the subject
consists of a single word (generally a name) an@8rclauses the subject consists of two
words (i.e. 64.9% of the subjects are either onvorword subjects.). Yet, the lack of this

property again does not mean that non-inversioomigossible. Heavier subjects also can
occur in such constructions, as the examples isl{&)v.

(5) a. [pa] [eefter peere maessaabp modor and seo dohtastrehton hi on gebedum ...
(Zlfric's Lives of Saints210.20)
then after the mass the mother and the daugrdstrated themselves in prayers...
b. [Eac][on pam ylcan timasum preost Aquinensis paere cyriceaard gedreht
mid deofolseocnysse. (Gregory H, 184L.34.22)
Also at the same time some priest Aquinensigefehurch became tormented
by demoniacal possession

Thus, simple distinctions like argument vs. adjuimonhting or heaviness of subject do not
provide any simple answers to the question as tenvdubject-verb inversion does not apply
in OE. However, an analysis based on more fineagdaidistinctions and the use of more
sophisticated statistical tools may identify certtactors which at least favor the occurrence
of non-inversion in a significant way. | will leatieis issue for future work.

In summary, we have seen that already in OE tlseaesubstantial number of clauses with
a fronted non-operator and a full DP subject wiidomot exhibit subject-verb inversion. It is
therefore not entirely adequate to talk about tless’ of V2" in English since there is no
attested period in the history of this languagerduwhich it had the properties of a typical
V2 language (cf. also section 2). However, subyecb inversion is the clear majority pattern
in clauses with a non-pronominal subject and atd@mon-operator in OE.

4. MIDDLE ENGLISH

Let us now consider the development of subject-veuersion after the OE period. The
situation in Early Middle English (EME) is still ogparable to that found in OE. Kroch and
Taylor (1997:311) discuss the frequencies of subaersion in seven texts from the early
13" century. These frequencies show that, as in OErsion is still predominant with full
DP subjects when a non-operator is fronted. IfcdllIKroch and Taylor's figures for the
different texts are taken together, we obtain guemcy of non-inversion of 28.6%. This
figure is very close to the figure given in Tabldaot the total numbers obtained from the
different OE texts (28.7%). Hence, the status djexti-verb inversion does not seem to have
changed substantially yet at the beginning of theédM English (ME) period.

However, during the ME period the frequency oferston in contexts of non-operator
fronting decreases rapidly. Van Kemenade (1987f])88ierefore suggests that V2 starts
being lost by around 1400. This observation is icordd to a large extent by the quantitative
data in Table 2 obtained from the Penn-HelsinksarCorpus of Middle Englisi. Table 2
gives the numbers and frequencies for the (nondyoence of subject-verb inversion in

9 These counts exclude cases with a clause-iniiglcb and a resumptive element within the clausergthat in
such configurations subject-verb inversion alsosdua occur in the modern Germanic V2 languages.

10 The Penn-Helsinki Parsed Corpus of Middle Engiista syntactically annotated version of ME prose te
samples from the Helsinki Corpus of English TeXise data in this paper are based on the first wersf the
Penn-Helsinki corpus (PPCMEZ1). For more informationthis corpus and for the detailed referencebedViE
texts cf. http://www.ling.upenn.edu/mideng.



clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DBjext in samples from 33 ME prose texts
from the 14" and 1%' centuriest! 12 The ranking is based on the frequency of non-siver
the texts at the top being those with the highesquencies of non-inversion (i.e. those in
which the change has advanced most).

11 Al the text samples from PPCME1 which contain entiran 25 main clauses with a constituent precettiieg
subject are included in the table. The dates gfeerthe different texts are taken from the Helsidarpus
manual (cf. Kyté 1993). Clauses in which only arjuadt clause precedes the subject are not counted.
Furthermore, cases of subject-verb inversion irctvithhe equivalents of Ofa/ponne('then’) ormu (‘now") occur

in initial position are not included in the figurgsTable 2. These elements tend to behave likeatqes in OE

and might still do so in ME.

12 Between the EME data discussed by Kroch & Tayl®97) and the data in Table 2, there is a gapafrat

100 years (i.e. between 1250 and 1350). This istdube fact that prose texts are generally lackiog this
period (cf. e.g. Allen 1995:385 for the "dentury). It is therefore not possible to obtamemtirely coherent
picture for the decrease of subject-verb inversidine ME period.



Table 2 Main clauses with non-operators preceding non-pramal subjects in samples of
texts from the late {4and the 1% century — type |

text (date) no inversion| inversion % uninverted

Purvey, Prologue to the Bible (c1388) 29 1 96.7%
Old Testament (a1425) 107 6 94.7%
Life of St. Edmund (c1450 (1438)) 56 5 91.8%
New Testament (c1388) 96 11 89.7%
Documents (1380-1420) 64 12 84.2%
Mirk's Festial (21500 (a 1415)) 28 6 82.4%
Trevisa, Polychronicon (a1387) 72 21 77.4%
Malory, Morte Darthur (a 1470) 82 26 75.9%
Book of Margery Kempe (c1438) 35 13 72.9%
In Die Innocencium (1497) 26 10 72.2%
Phlebotomy (c1400-1425) 18 7 72.0%
Gregory's Chronicle (c1475) 59 24 71.1%
ME Sermons, ms. Royal (c1450 (c1415 33 15 68.8%
Siege of Jerusalem (c 1500) 47 22 68.1%
Caxton, Prologues/Epilogues (1477-1484) 19 9 67.9%
Hilton, On Perfection (a1450 (a1396)) 23 11 67.6%
Private letters (1448-1480) 48 23 67.6%
Julian of Norwich (c1450 (c1400)) 25 14 64.1%
Wycliffite Sermons (c1400) 122 70 63.5%
Rolle, Prose Treatises (c1440 (a1349)) 20 13 60.6%
Capgrave's Chronicle (a1464) 54 36 60.0%
Brut (c1400) 34 26 56.7%
Cyrurgie of Guy de Chauliac (?¢1425) 18 14 56.3%
Fitzjames, Sermo Die Lune (?1495) 19 22 46.3%
Cloud of Unknowing (a1425 (?a1400)) 30 33 44.4%
Chaucer (c 1380-1390) 64 85 43.0%
Vices and Virtues (c1450 (c1400)) 15 24 38.5%
Earliest English Prose Psalter (c1350) 24 58 29.3%
Mandeville's Travels (?al1425 (c1400)) 15 38 28.3%
Robert Reynes (1470-1500) 14 38 26.9%
Caxton, Reynard the Fox (1481) 8 26 23.5%
Mirror of St. Edmund, ms. Thornton 17 63 21.3%
(c1440 (?1350))

Mirror of St. Edmund, ms. Vernon (c1390) 13 84 13.4%

In 23 out of the 33 texts listed in Table 2, thegirency of non-inverision is above 50%. By
the 1% century, inversion in contexts of non-operatomfing has thus become a minority
pattern, although there is still considerable tamaamong the different texts which does not
seem to be of a clear dialectal or chronologicalirga

With respect to the percentages in Table 2, iljgortant to note that the frequency of
non-inversion is not expected to reach 100% duttiechistory of English. Sentences in which
a non-operator is fronted and the subject follomes finite verb still can be found in Modern



English. Some typical contexts are shown in (6a(eples from Bresnan 1994:78, Schmidt
1981:6/8/9, Stockwell 1984:581)).

(6) a. [Plainly detectiblejverethe scars from his old football injury
b. [Stolen]wereall of the newlyweds' gifts

c. [Across the river]ived seven dwarfs

d. [In this rainforestlcan be foundthe reclusive lyrebird

e. [Thus]endedhis story

f.

[In the year 1748{lied one of the most powerful of the new masters oalndi

In (6a/b), a predicate is fronted and finlte precedes the subject. Examples (6c/d) are cases
of locative inversion. And (6e/f) illustrates ingesn with certain adjuncts such #sus or
point time adverbials. The contexts shown in (@ also frequent contexts for inversion in
14" and 15 century ME already, as the examples in (7) ilatstr

[betturis schort payndpen longe. (Siege, 86.514)
[blessedbe God (Brut, 221.409)
c. And [before the Emperoures tabdgdndengrete lordes & riche barouns & othere.
(Mandevilli43.317)

(7)

oo

d. for [in pe serkiljvaswritin hir name (Capgrave,
210.19)
e. [thus]endeththe book named Proloconycon (Caxton, Prologues, 41.582)

f. [PatCere]deidepat worthy man Beda pe preost  (Polychronicon, VI, 219.77)

Given that the constructions in (6) still occuMimdern English, it is not surprising that very
similar constructions also can be found at the tivhen subject-verb inversion is generally on
its decline. Hence, what may be more revealingdietermining the status of subject-verb
inversion in ME is to count only those cases ofension which have disappeared in the
history of English, i.e. to exclude the construsticshown in (7). | will call these cases Type
Il inversion (vs. Type | which includes the constians in 7). The quantitative data for Type
Il inversion are given in Table3.

13 Table 3 excludes inversions occurring in typicalddrn English inversion contexts as shown in (§)i(e.:
fronted predicate with finitbe (a/b); fronted locative with a subject following anaccusative/passive predicate
or be (c/d); clause-initiathus or point time adverbs with unaccusative verbs))effhis list is not meant to be
exhaustive for Modern English inversion contexts husimply covers contexts which can be found Iyair
regularly in ME. It is therefore not impossible titiae figures for inversion in Table 3 still comaome cases of
inversion which are not entirely ruled out in Mod&nglish.

One context which is not mentioned in the textustqtive inversion"(..", said Johi. The reason for this is
that | excluded quotative inversion in Table 2 afhe because the status of quotative inversion isentrely
straightforward. Consider for example the followsentence.

(i) 'Syre,'seideMoises 'Gif men aske how men clep&pow, what schal | seye?' Vicés,
101.88)

At the surface, the inversion in (i) looks like arenthetical V1 clause rather than like a genuikemple in
which subject-verb inversion occurs due to thetfr@nof a non-operator. Hence, it is not clear Wwkethe status
of quotative inversion is entirely on a par witle thther clauses counted in Tables 2 and 3 an@adyromitted
this construction for Table 2.
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Table 3 Main clauses with non-operators preceding non-pramal subjects in samples of
texts from the late f4and the 1% century — type II

text (date) no inversion| inversion | % uninverteq

Old Testament (a1425) 107 1 99.1%
Life of St. Edmund (c1450 (1438)) 56 1 98.2%
Purvey, Prologue to the Bible (c1388) 29 1 96.7%
New Testament (c1388) 96 4 96.0%
Mirk's Festial (21500 (a 1415)) 28 2 93.3%
Documents (1380-1420) 64 7 90.1%
Trevisa, Polychronicon (a1387) 72 9 88.9%
Malory, Morte Darthur (a 1470) 82 14 85.4%
Book of Margery Kempe (c1438) 35 6 83.3%
Caxton, Prologues/Epilogues (1477-1484) 19 4 82.6%
Brut (c1400) 34 8 81.0%
Gregory's Chronicle (c1475) 59 14 80.8%
Capgrave's Chronicle (a1464) 54 13 80.6%
Rolle, Prose Treatises (c1440 (a1349)) 20 5 80.0%
Siege of Jerusalem (c 1500) 47 12 79.7%
In Die Innocencium (1497) 26 7 78.8%
Private letters (1448-1480) 48 13 78.7%
ME Sermons, ms. Royal (c1450 (c1415)) 33 9 78.6%
Phlebotomy (c1400-1425) 18 5 78.3%
Hilton, On Perfection (a1450 (a1396)) 23 8 74.2%
Julian of Norwich (c1450 (c1400)) 25 11 69.4%
Cyrurgie of Guy de Chauliac (?¢1425) 18 8 69.2%
Wycliffite Sermons (c1400) 122 62 66.3%
Mandeville's Travels (?a1425 (c1400)) 15 9 62.5%
Cloud of Unknowing (a1425 (?a1400)) 30 19 61.2%
Robert Reynes (1470-1500) 14 13 51.9%
Fitzjames, Sermo Die Lune (?1495) 19 18 51.4%
Chaucer (c 1380-1390) 64 64 50.0%
Earliest English Prose Psalter (c1350) 24 28 46.2%
Vices and Virtues (c1450 (c1400)) 15 22 40.5%
Mirror of St. Edmund, ms. Thornton 17 31 35.4%
(c1440 (?1350))

Caxton, Reynard the Fox (1481) 8 15 34.8%
Mirror of St. Edmund, ms. Vernon (c1390) 13 48 21.3%

Once the Modern English inversion contexts in (@) raot included, we obtain frequencies of
non-inversion which are above 50% in 28 out of 3Betext samples. In 19 text samples, the
frequency of non-inversion is even above 75%.

The ME data in Tables 2 and 3 show that by tHecEhitury subject-verb inversion has
become a clear minority pattern and the OE/EMEesygsh which subject-verb inversion was
predominant in contexts of non-operator frontingesng lost. Two main questions arise now:
(i) Are there any specific contexts in which thenegning instances of subject-verb inversion
occur in the late ME texts? (ii) Are there any exgltions for the frequency differences
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between the various texts (cf. e.g. Edmund, msndfer(c1390) 21.3% non-inversion vs.
Purvey/New Testament (c1388) 96%)?

With respect to the first question, the followingin observations can be made. First of
all, if we consider the remaining instances of eabyerb inversion in the two texts which
have the highest frequency of non-inversion in &&hlwe can observe that they both involve
a passive construction. The two examples are givés).

(8) a. [Forsothe] [to Adamyasnot founduran helpere lijk hym (OTest, Il, 20G.97)
b. And [in this manenvasbothe hys shurte and hys bredhmde
(Life of St. Edmund,166.99)

In (8a) and (8b), a non-operator is in clauseahipiosition while the subject either follows
both the finite auxiliary and the participle (8a)iboccurs between the two verbal elements
(8b). Such constructions can also be found withaidyf high percentage among Type I
inversions in other text samples such asNle& Testamen(tl passive construction out of 4
Type 1l inversions) Documentg3/7), Polychronicon(4/9), Malory (3/14), Gregory (11/14),
Capgrave(5/13), In Die Innocenciun(4/7), Private Letters(5/13), ME Sermong4/9), Brut
(4/8), Hilton (3/8), Julian of Norwich (4/11), Cyrurgie (4/8), Mandeville (3/9) or Cloud
(5/19). Thus, it seems that passive constructiamserfthe occurrence of the subject in a low
structural position and hence in a position whiclofvs the finite verb. In some other texts,
some other preferences with respect to the verbategt can be observed in inversion
contexts. For example, the presence of copel&requently gives rise to inversion Biege
(8/12) andMandeville(4/9), whereas clauses containing a finite modtanoexhibit inversion
in Mirk (2/2), Kempe(5/6), Wycliffite Sermon$13/62),Cloud (7/19),Vices(6/22). However,
as the examples in (9) to (11) below will show,drsion can be found in any kind of context,
in particular also with transitive verbs.

With respect to the fronted element, inversionuogcin various contexts. In (9),
different types of adverbs are fronted.

a. And [perforekaideMaister Arnaldepat he ... (Cyrurgie, 52177)
b. [Wonderfuly]is a mans affecciomaried in goostly felyng of pis n@tt...

(Cloud, 122.588)
c. and [sone peraftenjere messangerssent to Avyon to pe pope (Polych, 352.410)
d. and [oftentymefleyn men (Reynes,160.104)

(9)

Furthermore, subject-verb inversion also can badowith various types of PP adjuncts.

(10) a. And [accordyng to the sansgjth Salamorthat the nombre of foles is infenyte.
(Caxton, Prologues, 11.3)

b. [So] [with thatldeparted the damesell (Malory, 47.92)

c. [In pis wyzepeneall good leverscalled pe frendes of God  (ME Sermons, 16.74)

d. [Inthis]wille oure lordethat ... (Julian, 62.330)

e. [Fro pat placejaspe kingled to London to pe Tour. (Capgrd@/3.71)

f.  But [at pe deth of Crystyas TyberyisEmparowr of Rome (Siege, 73.90)

g. [In pisGere, in pe seuene day of Maggm pe Emperor Sigemurtd London
(Capgra2é7.376)

And finally, fronting of an argument also can tggubject-verb inversion in many of the
ME text samples listed in Tables 2 and 3.
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(11) a. [This]seith Austynthere. (Purvey, 1,56.108)
b. [Thyse wordes$aydour sauyour lhu Crysbf the temple of his holy body.
(Fitzja, A5V.82)
and [muche sorowjad sir Gawayneo avoyde his horse (Malory, 201.420)
[Of pese mergpekip Seynt Petius: ... (Hilton, 14.99)

o o

But many of the fronted non-operators which giserio inversion in the examples in (9) to
(11) also can be found (sometimes in the same taxtlauses in which no subject-verb
inversion has taken place. This is shown in (12).

(12) a. And [perforethe lore and pe manere of knowynge of symple pisgesuen of
Galien in pe firste bokes of Symple Medecynes ... (Cyrurgie, 576.193)
b. and [sone peraftepoe schap of pe crasasi-seie forsake pe baner ...
(Polychronicon, VB9.204)

c. [Wyth that]sir Raynoldegan up sterte ... (bfs, 200.370)

d. [at pe tyme of his passioR}ylatsendhyme to Herrode (Siege, 76)152
e. Eke [in pistere]Thomas, duke of Clarensam hom fro Gian (Capgrave, 238.174)
f.  [This pingis]Godsendto hyme for pis cavssys, (Siege, 73.83)

In (12a), the adverb 'therefore' has been frontgddbes not trigger subject verb inversion
whereas in (9a) inversion takes place in the saxte $imilar variation can be found in (12b)
to (12e) (identical or similar fronted non-operatass in 9c, 10b, 10f, 10g in the same texts)
and in (12f) (similar fronted object as in 11b luta different text). The data in (9) to (12)
thus suggest that, with respect to the type oftddnnon-operator, there is no clearly
identifiable factor which determines the presencabsence of subject-verb inversion in ME.
However, as pointed out already in our discussio®® (section 3), it may be that by using
more detailed statistical evidence and tools saun®fs can be identified which at least favor
the occurrence of inversion. | will return to tigsue in future work.

Let us finally consider the status of the subjactubject-verb inversion constructions in
ME. Again, the general observation based on dikéathose in (9) to (11) is that subject-verb
inversion is not simply restricted to some spedifige(s) of subject. Although most subjects
in the examples above are definite, indefinite salgj also occur in inversion constructions
(cf. e.g. 9c, d). Similarly, most of the subjects (9) to (11) are fairly light, but, not
unexpectedly, heavier ones also frequently follbe tinite verb (cf. e.g. 11b). Finally, it is
interesting to note that the class of subjects Wwhaccur in subject-verb inversion
constructions in ME even includes subject prondgghsalso van Kemenade 1987:198). This
observation is fairly surprising from a diachropmint of view. As mentioned in section 2 and
as often discussed in the literature, fronting ofica-operator generally does not lead to
subject-verb inversion with pronominal subjectsOB. This observation is confirmed by the
following quantiative data obtained from the teatrgples studied in Table 1 above (cf. also
Kroch & Taylor 1997:311 for some data for EME).
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Table 4 Main clauses with non-operators preceding pronomsgbjects in samples of ten

OE texts
Text (date) no inversior4 | % uninverted | % uninverted wit
inversion full DP subjects
(Table 1)

Bede (<950) 37 1 97.4% 50.0%
Boethius (<950) 91 0 100.0% 27.5%
Chronicle A (<950) 25 1 96.2% 17.4%
Gregory (ms. C) (<950) 41 0 100.0% 59.5%
Orosius (<950) 27 4 87.1% 39.5%
ZElfric's Letters (>950) 30 0 100.0% 17.3%
Alfric's Lives of Saint 20 0 100.0% 33.3%
(>950)
Apollonius (>950) 45 0 100.0% 15.2%
Gregory (ms. H) (>950) 38 0 100.0% 39.5%
Woulfstan (>950) 31 0 100.0% 23.0%

In seven out of the ten text samples in Table 4 iandll the five late texts, subject-verb
inversion with a pronominal subject never occurslatin Bedeand theChronicle there is
one exception to the restriction on inversion vatlbject pronouns (but cf. fn. 14). The only
text in which such inversions occur with some fremey is Orosius (12.9% inversion).
However, the general picture that arises is thbjesti pronouns generally do not invert with
the finite verb when a non-operator is fronted B.O

In ME, the situation is considerably different,Table 5 shows.

14 The instances of inversion in Bede and the Chleraad one out of the four inversions in Orosiuslve
frontedswa('so"). It may therefore be thsivacan occasionally function as an operator likeatieerbgpa/ponne
('then") ornu ('now"). Yet, this conclusion has to remain spatvg at this point and would have to be confirmed
by a more extensive study of the syntactic behasfiswa
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Table 5 Main clauses with non-operators preceding pronorsubjects in samples of texts
from the late 1% and the 1% century

text no inversio}5| % uninverted | % uninverted wit

inversion full DP subjects

(type Il, table 3
Old Testament (a1425) 46 1 97.9% 99.1%
Edmund (c1450 (1438)) 72 0 100.0% 98.2%
Purvey (c1388) 25 0 100.0% 96.7%
New Testament (c1388) 103 0 100.0% 96.0%
Mirk (21500 (a 1415)) 27 1 96.4% 93.3%
Documents (1380-1420) 81 5 94.2% 90.1%
Polychronicon (a1387) 48 0 100.0% 88.9%
Malory (a 1470) 203 30 87.1% 85.4%
Kempe (c1438) 110 16 87.3% 83.3%
Caxton (1477-1484) 38 4 90.5% 82.6%
Brut (c1400) 79 6 92.9% 81.0%
Gregory's Chronicle (c147%) 59 0 100.0% 80.8%
Capgrave (al464) 29 31 48.3% 80.6%
Rolle (c1440 (a1349)) 33 6 84.6% 80.0%
Siege of Jerusalem (c 1500) 87 4 95.6% 79.7%
In Die Innocencium (1497) 32 2 94.1% 78.8%
Private letters (1448-1480 213 18 92.2% 78.7%
Sermons (c1450 (c1415)) 57 4 93.4% 78.6%
Phlebotomy (c1400-1425) 23 6 79.3% 78.3%
Hilton (21450 (a1396)) 37 8 82.2% 74.2%
Julian (c1450 (c1400)) 52 14 78.8% 69.4%
Cyrurgie (?¢c1425) 45 2 95.7% 69.2%
Wycliffite Sermons (c1400 73 13 84.9% 66.3%
Mandev (?a1425 (c1400)) 31 1 96.9% 62.5%
Cloud (a1425 (?a1400)) 169 42 80.1% 61.2%
Reynes (1470-1500) 31 0 100.0% 51.9%
Fitzjames (?1495) 31 12 72.1% 51.4%
Chaucer (c 1380-1390) 95 95 50.0% 50.0%
Earliest Psalter (c1350) 47 16 74.6% 46.2%
Vices (c1450 (c1400)) 49 19 72.1% 40.5%
Edmund, Thanton (c144( 95 105 47.5% 35.4%

(?1350))

Caxton, Reynard (1481) 48 28 63.2% 34.8%
Edmund, Vernon (c1390) 126 23 84.6% 21.3%

Among the 27 text samples which exhibit Type lla@msion with non-pronominal subjects
relatively frequently (non-inversion below 90%), lyr8 completely lack inversion with

subject pronouns. In the other 24 texts, inversuith a pronominal subject can be found at
least once and in general several times. Althohghrequency of Type Il non-inversion with

15 Clauses with initial 'then' and 'now' are agaihaounted here (cf. also fn. 11).
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full DP subjects is lower than non-inversion wittbgct pronouns in most textsthe data in
Table 5 nevertheless suggest that subject-verlbsiorewith pronouns is an option which was
generally available in ME and that therefore theyfaclear-cut contrast between pronominal
and non-pronominal subjects found in OE/EME hasamgpeared in later ME. A few
illustrations of subject-verb inversion with pronioia subjects in ME are given in (13).

(13) a. [On pe same managdhaltpoudo wip pis lityl worde GOD. (Cloudg.B823)
b. and [pe cherch of Lincolrjaueheto Herry Beuforth... (Capgrave, 210.11
c. And [heroflam J sure (Caxton Prologues, 89.186)
d. And [on a tymelwashetaken bi pirates in the see. Fitzfames, B3R.154)
e. & [many tymes]hauel feryd pe wyth gret tempestys of wyndys (Kemp&11110)
f. And [many mervayles3hall he do (Malory, 47.79)
g. [pis questionjolde | knowe of you (Private Letters, Mujl126.623)

In summary, various types of subjects occur inrémeaining subject-verb inversion cases
found in the late 1 and the 1% century. In particular, in contrast to OE/EME, poaninal
subjects also regularly invert with the finite vendME.

Let us finally turn to the second question raieadier in the context of Tables 2 and 3.
As observed there, for examplde Mirror of Saint Edmund (ms. VernpRurvey's Prologue
to the Bibleand The New Testameatl are texts from around 1390, but while theelattvo
texts already have a frequency of non-inversio®9&o in Table 3, the first text only has a
frequency of 21.3%. The question that arises themhy such differences in the frequency of
non-inversion occur in the different text samplesl®ed hereFor reasons of space, it is not
possible to consider the status of each text wa$pect to its frequency of subject-verb
inversion here. Instead, | will focus on a few gexthich have a very low frequency of non-
inversion and discuss three potential factors thay play a role for these low frequencies.
The three factors are the following: (i) The granioa conditions for the loss/decrease of
subject-verb inversion are not met yet; (ii) a slation with a V2 source language; (iii)
grammar contact.

The details for option (i) depend on what factan e determined which caused the loss
of subject-verb inversion in the history of Englishsuch a factor can be identified, it would
of course be very likely that at least in some fué texts with low frequencies for non-
inversion the relevant conditions for the loss/dase of inversion are not entirely met yet.
This kind of explanation for certain low non-inviers frequencies is indeed possible if we
adopt the analysis of the loss of subject-verbrsioa in English which | proposed elsewhere
(cf. Haeberli 2000). Since it would go beyond thepe of this paper to discuss this approach
in any detail, | simply give its main lines heradahe reader is referred to Haeberli (2000) for
arguments in favor of this approach. The basic @sapis that subject-verb inversion in
contexts of non-operator fronting is possible in/EMAE because non-pronominal subjects
can remain in a structurally low subject positiontthe right of the surface position of the
finite verb and that this option is available beszaa higher subject position above the finite
verb can be occupied by an empty expletive. Frgnifra non-operator therefore leads to "XP-
V-S' orders. During the ME period, empty expletigart being lost and, as a consequence,
non-pronominal subjects cannot remain in a low etthposition any more but have to move
to the subject position to the left of the finiterl. Thus, we obtain "XP-S-V' orders. The loss

16 The main exception here is Capgrave's Chroniclehith the frequency of inversion is almost twicehigh
with pronominal subjects as with full DP subjedthave to leave it open here how this surprisintigpa can be
explained.
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of subject-verb inversion is therefore the restithe loss of empty expletives in the history of
English (cf. also Hulk & van Kemenade 1995:249tfur observation that the loss of V2 and
the loss of empty expletives co-occur). As for tbes of empty expletives, the analysis in
Haeberli (2000) is based on the standard assumgianthe licensing of empty expletives
depends on properties of the verbal inflectionafphology and it is therefore proposed that
the loss of empty expletives is due to a changeninflectional morphology in ME. More
specifically, it is argued that it is the loss bétfinal /n/ in infinitives (cf. e.g. OBndswarian,
EME ontsweri@, late MEanswere('to answer’)) which plays a crucial role heretdnms of
such an analysis, the loss of subject-verb invarsam ultimately be reduced to the loss of the
infinitival —n ending.

Given this conclusion, we now can return to the tdigs studied earlier. In generah —
infinitives have become very rare in these textsoAg the 33 samples studied, there are only
11 in which the frequency ofrHnfinitives is still higher than 3% and, even irosie, the &
infinitive is generally the clear minority form. €most striking exception to this observation
can be found imrhe Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Vernom) this text sample, 382 out of 469
infinitives (81.4%) have ann-ending, which is by far the highest frequency amthrggtexts
studied here. Thus, the development towardisssinfinitives only seems to be in its initial
stages in this text. What is interesting for ourgmses now is thathe Mirror of St. Edmund
(ms. Vernon)s also the text which has by far the lowest feggpy of non-inversion in Tables
2 and 3. Thus, the highest frequencynehfinitives coincides with the lowest frequency fo
the absence of subject-verb inversion. From thatpoi view of the approach proposed in
Haeberli (2000), this observation is not surprishegause it relates the loss of subject-verb
inversion to the loss ofrHnfinitives. Since the latter change is only inirt#ial stages, there
are also no developments yet with respect to thedo change. The special statusTdie
Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Vernoamong the texts studied would thus be an illustratf
factor (i) listed above for the variation with regp to subject-verb inversion, i.e. an
illustration of a text which does not meet the ®segy conditions for the loss of inversion
yetl’

17 Other texts which are ranked low with respectubject-verb non-inversion in Tables 2 and 3 andchvlsitill
have relatively high frequencies ofi infinitives are the followingThe Earliest English Prose Psalté46.2%
non-inversion, 45.8%n), Chaucer(50% non-inversion, 44.9%n), Reyneg51.9% non-inversion, 18.1%n)
Mandeville (62.5% non-inversion, 29.7%); Wycliffite Sermong$66.3% non-inversion, 15.4%). Given the
approach discussed in the text, the fact that neersion is not more frequent yet in these textddcbe related

to the fact that r-infinitives still seem to be fairly productive, i.the syntactic development has not made more
progress yet because the morphological developisatitl under way.

It should be pointed out, however, that there a@texts which have similar frequencies ofinfinitives as
Reynes/Wycliffite Sermomsd one text which has a considerably higher &aqgy but they nevertheless also
have relatively high frequencies of non-inversitm.The Brutand in Gregory's Chronicle the frequency of
infinitival —n endings is 18.3% and 12.7% respectively whereagdtee of non-inversion is 81% and 80.8%
respectively. Thus, the loss of subject-verb ineerss well advanced although there are still ntbign just some
isolated cases of infinitival n-endings. A detailed investigation of this contrbstweenReynes/Wycliffite
SermonsandBrut/Gregory's Chroniclevould go beyond the scope of this paper. Let aseflore simply mention
two points which may be relevant in this contextstof all, it seems plausible that in a transitibphase of a
morphological and a related syntactic change, #ieems of usage are not directly linked. In otlerds, it may
be possible that the writings of two authors aneilar with respect to their morphological propestleut that one
author uses the syntax more conservatively whereasther one makes more frequent use of the natacyc
option. And secondly, a more general problem maseanere, namely the question whether for exantpe t
occasional occurrence of an infinitivah ending really reflects a phonologically represergading that is still
available or whether it just reflects a consenagpelling. If it is the latter, no syntactic coggences would be
expected.
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Let us now turn to the second factor that maydbevant for the inversion patterns found
in some of the ME texts studied in Tables 2 andll® relevant text sample here is the one
from William Caxton'sReynard the FaxThis text sample has the second lowest frequehcy
non-inversion in Table 3, namely 34.8%. What igliesting now is that another text sample
attributed to William Caxton shows a completelyfeli€nt picture. InCaxton's Prologues and
Epilogues the absence of subject-verb inversion is theraheajority pattern with 82.6%.
How can this contrast between two texts writtenthy same author be accounted for? A
property of the first text is suggestive here. Asarved in the text information of the Penn-
Helsinki Corpus and as discussed in detail by Bl@@¥0), Caxton'®Reynard the Foxs a
translation from a Dutch original. At that time, ®olh was on its way to becoming the
relatively rigid V2 language it is today (cf. eWyeerman 1989:183ff.) and it may therefore be
that the Dutch source had an influence on the &etuse of inversion iReynard the Fax
Although becoming marginal, inversion still was rrgmatical option in late ME, and the
frequency of its occurrence may thus sometimes haea influenced by a source text written
in a language which makes frequent use of subjexti-wiversion-8

Let us finally turn to a third factor which mayagla role for variation in the frequency of
subject-verb inversion in ME. Kroch & Taylor (1992hd Kroch, Taylor & Ringe (2000)
show that a northern ME text from around 1400g Northern Prose Rule of St. Benet
exhibits a fairly regular V2 syntax in which sulijeerb inversion applies regardless of
whether the subject is a pronoun or a full DP. Kret al. take this text as evidence for a
dialect split with respect to the syntax of V2 ireMT'hey distinguish a northern dialect which
has a regular V2 syntax with systematic subjedbweversion from a southern dialect which
is a continuation of the OE V2 system in which sgbjverb inversion only occurs with non-

Whereas the contrasts betwdraynes/Wycliffite Sermoasd Brut/Gregory's Chroniclés relatively small
and therefore could well be due to one of the faateentioned before, there is a third t&tie Book of Margery
Kempe which still has infinitival A endings and also high frequencies of non-inverditowever, in this textr
infinitives are not simply a marginal option ocdng with frequencies around 15%, but they occuhwitrate of
66.7%. In terms of the correlation mentioned in titvet, the high frequency ofrHnfinitives would lead us to
expect a subject-verb inversion pattern which iit dbse to OE/EME, i.e. with a relatively low fyeency of
non-inversion. Instead, we find a frequency of morersion of 83.3%.

This problem can be weakened a bit weakened onasongder the history of this text. As observedha
text information of the Penn-Helsinki Corpus, Masg&empe "was apparently illiterate and her bookswa
actually written by two amanuenses, the first agliEhman long resident in Germany, and the secamdiest...
The whole was then copied by a scribe.” (for maits cf. Meech 1940). Thus, both with resped¢htosyntax
and with respect to the morphology/spelling it icertain whether we are really dealing with a ueigource
here. Instead, the various participants in theingibf this text (Margery Kempe and the writersifsey may have
had an influence on its syntax and morphologyhia tespect, it is interesting to observe thahaalgh Meech
(1940:ix) suggests that the first writers's "spejliinflections and style were freely changed by shcond”, in
the text sample from Book | which has been atteédub Margery's first writer (cf. Meech 1940) theirfinitive
is much less frequent (51%) than in the text sarfrpi@ Book Il which has been attributed to Margersécond
writer (84.2%). Thus, the fact that the correlatimiween inversion and infinitival morphology sugigel in the
text does not seem to hold Tine Book of Margery Kempeay be due to a situation in which the text atyual
does not reflect a single grammatical system.

18 The same scenario may also hold for exampld fer Book of Vices and Virtu@son-inversion 40.5%). This
text is a translation of the French w@kmme le Rpa text from the 13century, i.e. from a period when French
still showed V2 properties (cf. e.g. Roberts 19%&nce 1997). Thus, we can find the following type o
parallelisms between the French text and the ME (examples taken from the passage given in Francis
1942:xlii):
(i) a. [Ce] nougesmoingneliroy, li prince, li conte et li empereur  (Somme le roi

That us witnesses the king, the prince, the candtthe emperor

"The king, the prince, the count and the emparemwitnesses to this for us.'

b. And [patlwitnessepwel pe kyngespbe erlespe princesand pe emperoures(Vices and Virtues
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pronominal subjects. In terms of this proposaltaieraspects of the subject-verb inversion
syntax of ME could then be argued to be a manifiestaf a grammar contact situation (cf.
also Kroch, Taylor & Ringe 2000, Lightfoot 1997). particular, properties of the regular V2
syntax of the north could have been introduced tiltogrammars of speakers of the south in a
contact situation. Such a scenario would be pdatityu plausible for cases in which the
OE/EME distinction between subject types is not ntaaned and pronominal and non-
pronominal subjects have an similar status witlpees to subject-verb inversion. A text
sample which has this propertyTike Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Thorntote text with the
third lowest frequency of non-inversion with fulPB in Table 335.4%; non-inversion with
pronouns 47.5%). For this text, it could be argtleeh that subject-verb inversion has not
decreased in the same way as in most other ME bedause, due to northern influence, a
different system has been introduced which der(epsional) subject-verb inversion orders.
This scenario would not be implausible given thia¢ Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. Thorntas)

a text of northern origin (cf. Perry 191¥)Thus, certain frequency variations in Tables 2 and
3 may be due to varying degrees of influence ohtbr¢hern V2 syntax.

In summary, we have seen in this section thahbyl&" century subject-verb inversion in
clauses with a fronted non-operator and a full DBject has become the clear minority
pattern in most of the ME text samples studied. el@w, the loss of subject-verb inversion is
not completed yet at the end of the ME period astainces of inversion still can regularly be
found in all ME texts (cf. also Baekken 1998 for atalled discussion of the further
developments concerning inversion in Early Modenglish). As for the contexts in which
the remaining cases of subject-verb inversion qatis relatively difficult to determine them
very clearly at this point. | have shown, howethgt certain contexts such as passivization
may favor the occurrence of a subject in a positalowing the finite verb. With respect to
the type of fronted element or the type of subjedhversion constructions, a wide range of
elements can be found in inversion constructiof® most striking property of inversion in
the later ME texts from a diachronic point of viesvthe fact that even pronominal subjects
start occurring in inversion constructions fairggularly in most texts. Finally, | discussed
some possible explanations for the variation tlaat lse found among the different ME texts
with respect to the frequency of (non-)inversion dontexts of non-operator fronting. |
proposed that low frequencies of non-inversiondrtain texts may be the result of a situation
in which the grammatical conditions for the lossrmyfersion are not met yet, of the influence
of a source text in a translation or of grammartaon

4. CONCLUSION

The aim of this paper was to give a general overnaéthe loss of V2 or, more precisely, the
loss of subject-verb inversion in clauses withanfed non-operator and a full DP subject in

19 A similar explanation could hold for Chaucer'stteample which has the same propertie$tes Mirror of St.
Edmund (ms. Thorntor{jow frequency of non-inversion, similar frequesgiof non-inversion with pronominal
and non-pronominal subjects). The similarity betwé&haucer's syntax and the northern V2 system lineady
been observed by Kroch & Taylor (1997:324, fn. #8suming that the northern dialect reflects Saaadan
influence, they conclude that "Chaucer's syntax fayf a piece with his East Midlands phonologgcsithe
East Midlands were part of the Danelaw. His languagy, therefore, indicate a certain conservaggéonalism
compared to the developing London standard."

Note that if a scenario along these lines can bmtained, the factors discussed in the text waglcbunt
for the low frequency of non-inversion for all thi texts in which non-inversion is still 50% omler in Table 3
(The Mirror of St. Edmund (ms. VernamdThe Earliest English Prose Psaltgroductive infinitival -A ending
(cf. text and fn. 17)Reynard the ForndBook of Vices and Virtuetranslations (cf. text and fn. 18)he Mirror
of St. Edmund (ms. Thorntoajd Chaucer: grammar contact).
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the history of English. Based on data taken frora parsed corpora, | have shown that the
absence of subject-verb inversion is already fdigyguent in OE and that by the"l&ntury
inversion has become the clear minority patternmost texts although there is still
considerable variation among different texts.

The findings in this paper raise several additiguestions: (i) How can the situation in
OE be analyzed in theoretical terms given that @EdV2 syntax which is far less rigid than
the one found in Modern Germanic? (i) How can lthes or at least the drastic decrease of
subject-verb inversion in the ME period be expldéii) How can the late ME inversion
patterns be analyzed given that V2 also occurs priBnominal subjects? (iv) An issue which
was mentioned in this paper but which has not lsit with conclusively here: Are there
any factors which determine or at least favor theeace of inversion in OE or favor the
occurrence of the remaining inversion cases in MBEQ@es (i) to (iii) are addressed in Haeberli
(2000). As for issue (iv), further research will tiecessary which has to be based in particular
on more detailed statistical evidence and on amthtiand larger text samples.
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